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Introduction
For decades discourse analysts (Eggins and Slade, 1997; Hood, 2004; Hunston, 2000; Martin, 2000; Martin and White, 2005) have attempted to explore the language of evaluation to find out how writers/speakers adopt attitudes towards their readers/listeners and the content they what to communicate. To do so, they have analysed oral (Grimes, 1975; Labov, 1972; Sinclair and Coulthard, 1975) and written discourses (Hoey, 1983; Hunston and Thompson, 2000; Martin and White, 2005) in an attempt to provide further insights integrating both perspectives into the evaluative uses of language. Current studies of evaluation have used Appraisal theory in the academic, journalistic, legal and political discourses (Cabrejas-Peñuelas and Díez-Prados, 2013; González-Rodríguez, 2011; Hood, 2004; Martin, 2000 Martin, , 2003 Martin and White, 2005; Miller, 2004; White, 2002 White, , 2003 to find out how evaluative items may change depending on the genre, register or individual styles.
Both political discourse and political language seem well-suited to express evaluation, as politicians need to sketch a positive image of themselves so as to persuade people to vote for them, while at the same time they portray the opponent in a negative light by reacting against his/her comments and by being ironic, in such a way that they discredit him/her (and the opposing party that the opponent represents). They also depict themselves and others subjectively and evaluate events (e.g. health care
system, budgetary limits, housing bubble) "to appeal not so much to reason but to the recipient's expectations and emotions" (Sornig, 1989: 109) . Therefore, the purpose of political language "is not so much to inform as to make people believe, and in the end to act upon their beliefs, he/she who sounds like one of us is the one we most easily trust" (1989: 109) .
The evaluative uses of political language have been studied by a number of researchers (Becker, 2011; Harris, 1991; Simon-Vandenbergen, 1997 , 2009 Wang, 2010) who, by analyzing the politicians' use of evaluation markers, have attempted to find out how politicians use them to show lack of commitment in response to facethreatening questions while, at the same time, they present an image of absolute certainty and intellectual power that serves to persuade their audience. Indeed, it seems that the public's perception that politicians are evasive and indirect is based on linguistic facts, since less than 40% of their answers are direct (Harris, 1991: 92) .
However, since politicians should also aim at gaining or retaining intellectual power, they are persuasive by stating "the essential rightness of their claims" (SimonVandenbergen, 1996: 408) , which is often the case in political interviews, i.e. politicians often claim the reliability and truth of their statements and they do so by using a wide range of lexical and grammatical devices indicating certainty. Such devices are treated within the notion of modality (Simon-Vandenbergen, 1996; Becker, 2011) . These are expressions that emphasize cognitive certainty (e.g. we had very detailed scientific evidence, I have no evidence at all) and emotional and social commitment. Emotional commitment indicates that the politician has knowledge of and is personally involved in the issues s/he presents (e.g. I certainly think, I do believe). However, s/he is also socially committed, since s/he takes into account the principle of the majority of opinion (e.g. which commands the strong enthusiasm of the overwhelming majority) (SimonVandenbergen, 1996: 392-408) . In this way, s/he "creates the image of a knowledgeable person who 'knows what he or she is talking about' and who therefore deserves public trust and political power" (Simon-Vandenbergen, 1996: 408) .
In political speeches politicians also make use of evaluative devices: positive attitude markers (e.g. hope), negative ones for criticizing their adversaries (e.g. desperation, tears), judgement (e.g. ineffective programs, slashing programs) and appreciation markers (e.g. innovative, highly successful) for praising or criticizing a person's capacity and property, although there may be elements that are characteristic of a particular culture, such as references to historical figures, anecdotes and American history in American political speeches. Other differences between political speeches account for the politicians' individual styles of speaking even when they belong to the same party (Simon-Vandenbergen, 2009 ).
One type of political discourse where political language is implemented is in pre-election debates. These are face-to-face confrontations in front of an audiencetelevision viewers, but on occasions also a stage audience -, in which two political candidates spar in a dialogical duel. They are a subclass of political discourse included within the domain of agonal or conflict discourse (Vion, 1992: 92) . Extrapolating Van Dijk's definition of parliamentary debates, pre-election debates can be considered "a specific genre of political discourse" (Van Dijk, 2005: 67) . If, according to Van Dijk (2005: 67) , parliamentary debates are "local manifestations of the global political acts of legislation, governing, and control of government", pre-election debates can be defined as local manifestations of wanting to do -or continue doing in case the same party gets re-elected -those political acts of legislating, governing and controlling the government.
Thus, pre-election debates are a political arena where prospect candidates present themselves in a positive light (Van Dijk, 2005: 76) and the opposing party in a negative one. While political discourse such as political interviews, electoral meetings and speeches have been object of wide research (Bull & Fetzer, 2006; Nuolijärvi & Tiittula, 2011; Proctor & I-Wen Su, 2011; Simon-Vandenbergen, 1996 , 1997 , 2008 , electoral television debates have been much less so, which is especially the case of Spanish electoral television debates, the exceptions being Blas-Arroyo (1999 , 2009 ), Cantavella et al. (2008 and Téllez et al. (2010) . However, to our knowledge, none has attempted to study how evaluation is used with a persuasive function, when it is essential that politicians appeal to the public and convince them, while simultaneously criticizing the opponent and criticizing implies expressing a negative evaluation of the opponent, while, at the same time, the speaker presents a positive selfimage via positive evaluation. Thus, in the context of the genre of pre-election debates, the one we are focusing on in the present paper, politicians' speech triggers a load of political implicatures (Van Dijk, 2005: 66) that the audience should infer as positive or negative depending on the type of evaluation used. Following Van Dijk (2005: 66) , political implicature is defined as specific political inferences that participants taking part in a political communicative situation may make based on the speech and context.
In this study we attempt to fill that apparent gap of the persuasive function of evaluation by analyzing how this is expressed in the Rajoy-Rubalcaba pre-election debate, which took place on the 7 th November 2011 in the period building up to the The next section describes the context of the communicative event. Section 3 presents an overview of the concepts and relevant theoretical issues following Martin and White's (2005) Appraisal Theory. Section 4 includes the methodology for data collection and coding process. Section 5 addresses the results of the study and the last section presents the main conclusions from the study.
Pre-election political debates
The pre-election political debate is a type of communicative event that is relatively recent in Spain, unlike in other countries such as France, the United States and the United Kingdom, where there is a long tradition of electoral debates. In eleven general elections, only three have been preceded by televised debates between the candidates to the Spanish Presidency 1 , since political parties preferred to participate in mass meetings, where the candidates' political agendas were made public. Therefore, Spanish citizens did not have direct access to the ideas put forward by the different political parties before the elections took place. The Spanish model of presidential debate is described as "eclectic" (Marín, 2003: 233-4) , since it combines elements of the American, French and German models. According to Cantavella et al. (2008: 84) , these are:
a. Spectacularization of debates by using music to induce a duel, interviews with analysts, calculated arrival of the candidates so as not to coincide, cameras following their steps in the corridors, among others. This is typical of American debates.
b. Face-to-face confrontation between politicians, as in French debates. The moderator suggests topics for discussion rather than posing questions.
c. Lack of a public audience, which eases concentration. This can also be found in
French and German debates.
The contextual properties of this political genre are unique (Van Dijk, 2005: 68) and do not always coincide with those in the American, French and German models: there is pre-allocation of turns, with a strict limit of time per turn, a moderator whose function is to assure there is not free turn-taking or violent interruptions and to present preestablished topics to deal with. In that sense, each participant's intervention is rather like a monologue which may or may not be subsequently relevant to the previous speaker's interventions. In fact, the speakers plan in advance what they are going to say and seldom respond to their interlocutors, not necessarily fulfilling their expectations. In that sense, Spanish debates are only marginally dialogical. Apart from the direct participants in the debate, there is an overhearing audience (television viewers), who is not present in the situational context of the event and, thus, has no possibility of visibly reacting or intervening in the communicative event. The audience's reactions are subsequently measured through polls and the illocutionary effect of the speech acts realized in the event is potentially reflected in the electoral results. The image, then, that each candidate presents of himself and his party can be decisive, since through evaluation they make themselves legitimate and devaluate the others.
The Rajoy-Rubalcaba debate has been used in the present paper as an example of the sub-genre of pre-election debates in order to examine the use of evaluative devices in these communicative events. The debate between Rubalcaba and Rajoy was held after a tough election campaign and followed the increasing feeling that the majority of the Spaniards wanted a major political change. Miscellanea of topics 3
Conclusion 1
The structure of the debate is important for the object of this study, since one might think that the choice of evaluation markers may vary from the introduction and concluding parts of the debate to the central interventions. For example, it would be logical to think that in those parts where there is more dialogic battle between the candidates, there would be more affect, judgement and appreciation markers.
Martin and White's Appraisal Theory and its application to the political text
The purpose of this section is to provide an overview of the theoretical framework used for the analysis of evaluation in the present study, Martin and White's (2005) Affect but where the emotional reaction has been detached from any human experiencing the emotion and has been attached to the evaluated entity as if it were an intrinsic propriety (e.g. a boring building). Two subtypes:
i. Impact (i.e. how does it strike me?).
ii. Quality (i.e. do I like it?).
b. Composition: how well the parts of the entity fit together (harmonious, wellformed, balanced, unified versus ill-formed, convoluted, confused, unbalanced) . Two subtypes:
i. Balance (i.e. did it hang together?).
ii. Complexity (i.e. was it hard or easy to follow?). 
Methodology
The transcription for analysis of the Rajoy-Rubalcaba debate (19,849 words, including the moderator's interventions) was taken from the Spanish national radio and television broadcast (Radio y Televisión Española or RTVE) web page 4 , where the whole debate can be watched and the debate transcription followed while listening to the actual words of the participants. In order to guarantee consistency in the analysis, only one of the two researchers analyzed the whole debate; notwithstanding, to ensure inter-rater reliability, the other researcher analyzed 30% of the debate. Both researchers coincided in 82.65% of the cases of the Attitude analysis. In those cases where there were discrepancies, the researchers discussed them until consensus was reached.
In the study we also made two other methodological decisions: the first one concerns the use of percentages of any of the Attitude, Judgement and Appreciation types relative to the variable "overall number of evaluation devices" to calculate relative frequencies, since it seemed the most enlightening to interpret data meaningfully. Thus, the different types of evaluative devices are weighed against the total amount of evaluation in the text. We also calculated the frequencies of stance markers per number of words of text in each participant's intervention to draw comparisons. However, it was felt that calculating proportions of attitude markers per 1,000 words of text would not make much sense, since many of the attitude markers did not correspond to individual words, but to larger units: phrases, clauses and even sentences.
The second methodological decision refers to the use of the chi-square test to examine whether the number of attitude, judgement and appreciation markers used by each political speaker is due to a 'real' difference between the speakers or to sheer chance. Following the statistician's advice (personal communication), the chi-square test was selected because the statistical data met certain requirements: (1) quantitative data, (2) one or more categories in the analysis, (3) the data evaluated represented a random sample comprising n independent observations (i.e. the Attitude devices were classified per types -Appreciation, Affect and Judgement -in each politician's speech, which were independent of each other), (4) adequate sample size, (5) simple random sample (i.e. each Attitude type had the same probability of being chosen), (6) data in frequency form (not percentages, proportions or means), and (7) all observations could be used (i.e. each candidate's use of attitude markers could be compared to the other).
Results
This section has been subdivided into two parts in order to address each of the research questions posed in the introduction. We first present and discuss the quantitative results for evaluation in the Spanish debate and then explore the influence that ideology may have on the use of evaluation devices by each of the Spanish candidates.
Results from the analysis of evaluation
In this section we present and discuss the main findings regarding the frequency of evaluation devices used by each participant in the debate, with the final aim of answering the first research question: which type(s) of evaluation device(s) is/are most highly used by each politician and what function they fulfil. Of all the features analyzed within the category of Attitude seen in Section 3, we will only deal with those features that showed significant differences in the use by the two debaters. First, we examine the results obtained from the debate as a whole ( for Rubalcaba). The listeners' feeling that Rajoy is indeed using more appreciation (and also more judgement) may explain the reactions found in the aftermath of the debate:
"Rajoy tenía una enorme ventaja: podía acudir a los desastrosos datos de la economía. Y lo hizo en todo momento, lanzándose contra el Gobierno" (Cué 2011) perceptual reaction) and Quality (i.e. emotional reaction), the former being appreciated by Rajoy and the latter by Rubalcaba. Nevertheless, the significance of both devices is weak (X 2 = 3.23, p<.10). It should be taken into account that, to fully interpret the meaning of the frequency of such linguistic devices, we need to have a look at how those devices are used in order to present a positive image of oneself and a negative one of the other. With that aim in mind, we will examine each debate section at a time. p<.02). These are both positive and negative (see Table 4 ) and are used with the aim of deprecating the opposing candidates' social policies and, therefore, damaging their social image, and praising their own. These results are in accordance with those of previous studies (Van Dijk, 2005) , who mentions that politicians present themselves positively and the other negatively. This idea is also pointed out by Atkinson (2011: 134) , as a very frequent strategy in political discourse: "positive self-presentation of 'us' and the negative other-presentation of 'them'".
What is most interesting in this debate section is that both politicians resort to the expression of emotion, despite the fact that affect is only slightly present in debates In the last section of the debate the speakers discussed miscellanea of topics; each debater was allowed to choose what issue(s) to deal with. Despite the fact that a difference in the use of evaluation devices could be anticipated due to variety, the only significant difference found was in the realm of Affect (X 2 = 6.19, p<.02) (see Table 5 ).
As seen so far, this device was not prominent throughout the debate and, where slightly significant differences were found between the speakers, it was Rajoy who used it more frequently. In contrast, in this case, it is Rubalcaba who shows higher statistically significant frequencies (9.7% versus 2.3%). There is an exchange of Affect between the speakers that is worth mentioning here, since it is the only emotional reaction that can be considered personal: Rajoy expresses how a comment made by Rubalcaba hurt him and this latter mitigates the threat by using two downtowners: Although the concluding section is short (only one intervention per participant), it is very relevant, since it contains the final message each candidate wants the audience to leave with. In fact, the moderator points out that they can gaze at the camera if they want to, instead of looking at the opposing candidate as they do during the whole debate. In this part of the debate, the candidates brandish their main weapons against their opponents. Both of them do so through Judgement, although focusing on different evaluative devices: Normality for Rajoy (23.3%, X 2 = 5.43, p<.02) and Propriety for Rubalcaba (45%, X 2 = 4.78, p<.05) (see Table 6 below). Normality evaluative devices presented in disjunctive syllogisms serve Rajoy the purpose of presenting the dilemma voters will face in the upcoming elections: continuing with the same policies or giving change a chance. Thus, continuing with the present party in power is considered as 'the usual thing now', while change represents 'something special'. It may be inferred that 'continuar igual' to continue in the same way is negative, while change is positive: 'si vamos a gestionar las cosas de otra manera' if we are going to manage things in a different way, 'España necesita un cambio y lo necesita con urgencia' Spain needs a change and needs it urgently. Therefore, Rajoy finishes the debate as he started it:
offering a change; this is a common strategy used by politicians in political campaigns when they are not in power and the current government is facing problems. of Spain to acknowledge the current difficulties and evaluates his own behaviour to present himself as a good candidate to solve them: "no soy pasivo" I'm not passive.
However, his main weapon is reminding Spaniards that, if the opposing party wins, they may lose most of the benefits they have obtained throughout the years of socialist rule, although this is sometimes tacitly implied.
For the variables inscribed/invoked evaluative devices and positive/negative attitude of such devices, initial analyses reveal that they were not statistically significant. However, closer examination reveals that, when combining them, there are indeed some interesting significant differences between both political candidates (see Tables 7 and 8 Rubalcaba to judge the lack of moral standing of the right wing party. 
Evaluation as a reflection of ideology
In order to answer the question as to whether the evaluation devices used by each candidate reveals his ideological traits, we examine which entities and behaviours get evaluated and how. The notion of ideology is present throughout the entire debate, since both political parties have different ideological positions: while the Socialists are progressive and liberal, the PP party is known to be conservative. Indeed, Rubalcaba starts off the debate by announcing that he and his opponent have very different ideas and implies that ideology is the most important factor to take into account when voting, since the way the country will be governed depends on which ideological principles rule. By stating that his and his opponent's ideas are "different", he is insinuating that his opponent would not take care of basic social needs that he proclaims himself to respect (see Appraisal analysis above); he also blames the world crisis for being the root of the present problem in Spain, thus dodging in part his party's responsibility for the Spanish crisis. In the last section we also have the only examples in which both candidates seem to agree. The first one is the need to advance the equality of men's and women's conciliation of work and family (women "conciliate more than men", says Rubalcaba to which Rajoy fully agrees) and the second one is to collaborate on terrorism issues. Not to show agreement on these issues would lead to loss of voters. In the analysis of Appraisal, fundamental social rights, which may vary depending on the ideological stand of the political party in power, such as the right to healthcare ('sanidad') and education, are considered as assets and, thus, they are positively evaluated by both speakers: they present themselves and their parties as defenders of these rights: Whether this praising of the same social rights responds to their political ideas or to their wish to gain voters is there for anyone to decide. Thus, evaluation, rather than as an expression of ideology, is used as a loaded weapon for self-praise and the belittlement of the other.
Conclusion
The present study has contributed to understanding the role of the evaluative devices were also used differently as a political strategy to win votes: both regarded their own party as capable of bringing stability to the country and the opposing party as incapable; also, they both praised or set into question each other's party's honesty. Although each section of the debate presents some peculiarities regarding the use of evaluation devices, these preferences are observed throughout the debate.
(II) To what extent do the evaluation devices used reveal the ideology of each candidate?
Although it is certainly difficult to answer this question in an unbiased way, trying not to depict one of the two ideologies (right-winged or left-winged) as the preferred option, our aim is to observe from an outsider's perspective whether ideology influenced the way each candidate was evaluated in the debate. Rubalcaba's main line of argument was his own ideological principles, sustained by two pillars: public services (specifically health and education) and a liberal mentality (i.e. no prejudices regarding sexual preferences and the personal right to decide on abortion or euthanasia). Of these two, Rajoy only pronounced his opinions regarding the need for public services, mainly to defend himself from Rubalcaba's accusations of elitism. He also openly agreed with Rubalcaba in gender equality regarding work and family conciliation and terrorism, as if they were universally acknowledged truths. Rajoy, rather than brandishing his own ideology, preferred to undermine Rubalcaba's credibility. However, there were no ideological differences shown on the entities praised or criticized (i.e. both mainly praised public services and criticized privatization) by the candidates in the interest of not losing voters by publicly announcing unpopular policies. They both preferred to discredit their opponent by criticizing each other's ideas or deeds.
The press of the day following the debate presented Rajoy as the winner in the debate; this result may be due to the negative evaluation he portrayed of the Government, reproaching them for their incorrect policies and blaming them for the present crisis. However, it could also be the case that the debate was lost beforehand, since the audience was ready for change and listened to Rubalcaba's accusation of Rajoy for having a hidden agenda with scepticism, as an electoral manoeuvre. Thus, Rajoy's negative evaluation of his opponent may have been more convincing than Rubalcaba's because it was based on facts, while that of the latter was based on speculations, warning the audience of the danger if the PP won the elections.
Future studies may carry out a quantitative study of who/what was being positively or negatively evaluated using affect, who was being judged and who/what was being appreciated. This prospect analysis of the evaluation targets (i.e. appraised entities) may show interesting results as to the political speakers' attitudinal orientations and which entities were being more frequently evaluated.
